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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is in response to the Amendment filed 2 1 September 
2006. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 32 is objected to because of the following informalities: The clsdm 
is missing final punctuation. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of35U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 34 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 34 recites the limitation "the preform" in line 2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 35 recites the limitation "the preform" in line 1. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 19-25, and 29-35 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kertesz (U.S. Patent 5,443,098), in view of Rober et al. (U.S. 
Patent 5,500,263), further in view of Tachi et al. (U.S. Patent 5,443,874). 
Regarding Claim 19, Kertesz shows that it is known to carry out a method for 
producing a connecting element for sealing and non-releasable connection to a 
hollow body of a thermoplastic material (Abstract), the process comprising the 
steps of providing a composite of thermoplastic material comprising multilayers 
(Figure 2, multilayer composite = layers la+2a), forming a hollow body (Column 
1, lines 16-17; hollow body=fuel tank), separately forming a connecting element 
in a press shaping step by press shaping the composite between two mating 
platens (Column 3, lines 39-54; press shaping=injection molding, mating 
platens=injection mold halves), and subsequently non-releasably sealing and 
connecting the separately-formed connecting element to the hollow body 
(Column 4, lines 15-18). Kertesz does not show that his composite material is 
extrudate from a multilayer preform in a coextrusion blow molding process. 
Rober et al., hereafter "Rober,*" show that it is known to carry out a method 
wherein a laminate of thermoplastic material from an extrudate from a 
multilayer preform in a coextrusion process is provided (Column 4, lines 54- 
58). It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to use Roberts extrudate as Kertesz's 
multilayer composite in order to pre-arrange all layers prior to the press 
molding step. Kertesz also does not show a multilayer hollow body made by 
blow molding. Tachi et al., hereafter "Tachi," show that it is known to carry out 
a method including forming a multilayer hollow body by blow molding 
(Abstract; Column 1, lines 23-27; Column 7, lines 46-55). It would have been 
prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to use Tachi's multilayer blow-molded hollow article as that in 
Kertesz's molding process in order to take advantage of various properties 
imparted by the specific layers (see Tachi, Column 1, lines 6-16). 
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Regarding Claim 20, Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 19 above, including a method wherein two mating 
platens comprise male and female mold portions (Column 3, lines 43-53; note 
that injection molding processes implicitly utilize female and male mold 
portions), meeting applicant's claim. 

Regarding Claim 2 1 , Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 19 above, including showing the press shaping step 
being performed in one working operation with the manufacture of the hollow 
tank (Column 3, lines 43-53; Column 4, lines 15-18; it is being interpreted that 
"one working operation" includes all the time it takes to manufacture one tank 
and one connector element). Kertesz also does not show a multilayer hollow 
body made by blow molding. Tachi shows that it is known to carry out a 
method including forming a multilayer hollow body by blow molding (Abstract; 
Column 1, lines 23-27; Column 7, lines 46-55). It would have been prima facie 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use Tachi's multilayer blow-molded hollow article as that in Kertesz's molding 
process in order to take advantage of various properties imparted by the 
specific layers (see Tachi, Column 1, lines 6-16). 

Regarding Claim 22, Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 19 above, but he does not show specifics of the 
multilayer laminate. Rober shows that it is known to carry out a method 
wherein the laminate has a low level of permeability to hydrocarbons (Column 
1, lines 45-46; good barrier action=low permeability). It would have been prima 
facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to use Roberts laminate as that in Kertesz's molding process in order to 
reduce permeation of fuels to an acceptable level. 

Regarding Claim 23, Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 22 above, but he does not show specifics of the 
multilayer laminate. Rober shows that it is known to carry out a method 
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wherein the laminate comprises at least one barrier layer for hydrocarbons 
(Column 1, lines 44-60). It would have been prima facie obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use Roberts 
laminate as that in Kertesz's molding process in order to reduce permeation of 
fuels to an acceptable level. 

Regarding Claim 24, Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 23 above, but he does not show specifics of the 
multilayer laminate. Rober shows that it is known to carry out a method 
wherein the at least one barrier layer is at least almost completely embedded 
into the laminate (Column 1, lines 49-60). It would have been prima facie 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use Rober's laminate as that in Kertesz^s molding process in order to reduce 
permeation of fuels to an acceptable level. 

Regarding Claim 25, Kertesz shows the process as cladmed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 23 above, but he does not show specifics of the 
multilayer laminate. Rober shows that it is known to carry out a method 
wherein the laminate includes a cylindrical portion and the barrier layer 
extends at least in a region of the cylindrical portion of the connecting element 
near an inside wall thereof (Column 1, lines 49-60; it is being interpreted that 
the extrusion comprises a cylindrical element, and the barrier layer extends the 
length of the extrusion; it is noted that "near an inside wair is a fairly broad 
limitation that can be interpreted to include widely- varying locations). It would 
have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use Roberts laminate as that in Kertesz's molding 
process in order to reduce permeation of fuels to an acceptable level in the 
desired areas of the connecting element. 

Regarding Claim 29, Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 22 above, including a method wherein the hollow body 
is a fuel tank (Column 1, lines 17-19), meeting applicant's claim. 
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Regarding Claim 30, Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 29 above, including a method wherein the connecting 
element is in a form of an insert adapted for fitting to the fuel tank in a sealed 
relationship thereof (Figure 2, element 2a, la, 6, 7; Column 4, lines 15-17), 
meeting applicant's claim. 

Regarding Claim 3 1 , Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 30 above, including a method wherein the sealing and 
connecting step comprises joining the thermoplastic materials of the insert and 
the fuel tank (Column 4, lines 15-17), meeting applicant's claim. 

Regarding Claim 32, Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 31 above, including a method wherein the joining 
comprises welding the insert to the fuel tank (Column 4, lines 15-17), meeting 
applicant's claim. 

Regarding Claim 33, Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 32 above, including a method wherein the welding 
includes friction welding (Column 2, lines 42-45; it is being interpreted that 
rotary welding will include the action of friction welding in a rotational 
direction), meeting applicant's claim. 

Regarding Claim 34, Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 19 above, including a method wherein the press 
shaping step comprises press shaping the preform in a first heating step to a 
definitive shape of the connecting element (Column 4, lines 2, lines 49-53), 
meeting applicant's claim. 

Regarding Claim 35, Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 19 above, including a method wherein the preform is 
extruded in a form of the tube having oppositely disposed walls which are 
pressed against each other in the press shaping step (Column 3, lines 39-54), 
meeting applicant's claim. 
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Claims 26 and. 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kertesz, Rober, and Tachi, further in view of Thomas (U.S. 
Patent 4,919,855). 

Regarding Claim 26, Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 23 above, but he does not show using a first and 
second barrier layer. Thomas shows that it is known to carry out a method of 
molding a container wherein the laminate comprises at least first and second 
barrier layers (Column 2, lines 48-49). It would have been prima facie obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
Thomas' barrier layers in the process of Kertesz in order to produce an article 
that functions within desired parameters. 

Regarding Claim 27, Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 26 above, including showing a connecting body that 
has a main body substantially comprising polyethylene (Table 3), but he does 
not show using a barrier layer. Thomas shows that it is known to carry out a 
method of molding a container wherein the barrier layers are embedded in the 
main body (Column 2, lines 16-20). It would have been prima facie obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
Thomas' barrier layers' location teaching in the process of Kertesz in order to 
produce an article that functions within desired parameters. 

Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kertesz and Thomas, further in view of Yoshida et al. (U.S. Patent 5,855,926). 
Kertesz shows the process as claimed as discussed in the rejection of Claim 1 1 
above, but he does not show using a specific material for a barrier layer. 
Yoshida et al., hereafter "Yoshida," show that it is known to carry out a method 
for molding a container wherein the barrier layers comprise EVOH (Column 4, 
lines 55-58). Yoshida and Kertesz are combinable because they are concerned 
with a similar technical field, namely, methods of molding multilayer 
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containers. It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to use Yoshida's specific barrier 
layer in the process of Kertesz in order to produce an article that functions 
within desired parameters. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 19-35 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply 
is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the 
advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In 
no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Monica A. Huson whose telephone 
number is 571-272-1 198. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday- 
Friday 7:30am-4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Christina Johnson can be reached on 571-272-1176. 
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The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see 
http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the 
Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 





Monica A Huson 



wHRlSTiNA JOHNSON 
SUPi^ViSORY FWTENT EXAMINER 



March 16, 2007 



